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Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order at 9:35 a.m. 


Minutes of the meeting of April 25, 1980 

Dr. O'Brien advised that the Minutes of the Senate meeting of April 25, 
1980, were not completed in time for circulation for this meeting and would 
be dealt with at a subsequent meeting. 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O'Brien pointed out that the Agenda for today's meeting was quite 
lengthy and contained some very important items. He advised that in the 
opinion of the Steering Committee it was a feasible agenda for Senate to 
complete in the course of the day, but at the same time, if many of the items 
were given the full attention that they deserved, there was no doubt that it 
would turn out to be a very full day indeed. 


He announced that the usual arrangements have been made with the 
Cafeteria with respect to lunch and the meeting would be adjourned at about 
12:30 p.m. for a one hour lunch break. 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senators that there was the possibility of another 
Senate meeting next week to complete any unfinished items, but whether or 
not it would be necessary to have that meeting, would become more evident 
during the course of the day. 


80-6-4 
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Question Period 


In response to a question concerning the possibility of a student being able 
to take two undergraduate degrees in the same subject, Prof. Whitelaw 
advised that insofar as two B.A. degrees were concerned, the issue was 
debated at Senate some time ago. At that time the feeling was that this was 
not a desirable thing and that normally the student should be asked to do 
something else. Documents indicating what these other things might be, 
would be considered later on today, under other items. With respect to the 
issue of a student taking two degrees in the same discipline, he advised that 
this had not been specifically discussed and consequently there was no 
regulation covering the matter, in the University Calendar. That was, at the 
moment there was no regulation covering the possibility of a student taking 
two degrees in the same discipline. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


By way of a progress report on the question of Structures for Computer 
Science, Prof. Whitelaw advised that the first draft of his report was now 
completed and he was in the process of checking it out with various people 
to ensure that it did not contain any factual errors. He explained that he has 
attempted, insofar as possible, to meet the concerns expressed at the last 
Senate meeting; that he has established the general context in which Faculty 
Councils function, the structures of the various Faculties and the role of 
departments, etc., that the report also looks at the question of the location of 
the Department of Computer Science and the question of the setting up of 
appropriate coordinating mechanisms, involving not only Computer Science 
programmes, but also computer related programmes and courses in the rest 
of the University, and lists various alternatives both with respect to location 
and coordinating mechanisms; and finally, -that the report contains a set of 
draft recommendations. He advised again that over the next couple of days 
he intended to check out the factual content of the report with the various 
people involved and then distribute it as a consultation document to 
members of the Computer Science Department and to the various Faculty 
Deans involved, including the Dean of the Faculty of Engineering. He 
expressed the hope that the necessary consultations would take place over 
the summer months and that the final report would be presented to Senate at 
its first meeting in the Fall. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY MR. LAJOIE, THAT 
THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE 
ALLOCATION COMMITTEE; THE FELLOWSHIPS, SCHOLARSHIPS 
AND AWARDS COMMITTEE; AND THE LIBRARY COMMITTEE, 
(DOCUMENT US-80-6-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
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Curriculum Changes 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senate that curriculum changes come forward in two 
installments. At this time of year, new programmes or changes in existing 
programmes are brought forward for approval and the more detailed 
changes in individual courses within programmes are considered in 
October. 


He also reminded Senators that the manner in which Senate usually 
proceeded to vote in due course was on a standard motion to approve 
proposal "V, subject to the recommendations of the Curriculum 
Coordinating Committee and the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee. He proposed that Senate proceed in the expectation that such a 
motion would be made by the sponsors, in the particular section of the 
programme proposals that we might happen to be dealing with, except in 
those cases where, for whatever reason, the sponsor might not be prepared 
to move that particular motion. 


Graduate Programme Proposals 


Dean French explained that a new graduate programme proposal usually 
originates in a particular department; from there it goes to the relevant 
Faculty curriculum committee and the Faculty Council; then to the Board of 
Graduate Studies, where it is submitted to an ad hoc Evaluation Committee, 
which normally spends at least four months studying the proposal in great 
detail; it is then studied by the Board of Graduate Studies, the Curriculum 
Coordinating Committee and the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee, and all three bodies then report to Senate. 


M.A. in Media Studies 


With respect to the proposed M.A. in Media Studies, Dean French advised 
that the process which he had described above, had been followed to the 
letter. He also explained that the relevant documents were document 
US-80-6-D24, which was the part of the dossiers describing the 
programme, document US-80-6-D25 was the report from U.C.C.C., 
document US-80-6-D26 was the report from the Priorities and Resource 
Allocation Committee, and document US-80-6-D29 was the report from the 
Board of Graduate Studies. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN 
TADDEO, THAT SENATE APPROVE THE PROPOSED M.A. IN 
MEDIA STUDIES, (DOCUMENT US-80-6-D24), SUBJECT TO THE 
CONDITIONS AND COMMENTS CONTAINED IN THE REPORTS 
FROM THE BOARD OF GRADUATE STUDIES, (DOCUMENT 
US-80-6-D29), THE CURRICULUM, COORDINATING COMMITTEE, 
(DOCUMENT US-80-6-D25), AND THE PRIORITIES AND 
RESOURCE ALLOCATION COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT 
US-80-6-D27), SO THAT A LETTER OF INTENT MAY BE 
FORWARDED BY THE UNIVERSITY TO THE COMITE CONJOINT 
DES PROGRAMMES BY JUNE 1, 1980, AND SO THAT THE 
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DOSSIERS MAY BE SUBMITTED BY THE UNIVERSITY ON OR 
BEFORE SEPTEMBER 1, 1980. 


Senate's Attention was drawn to certain courses listed on page 56, 
document US-80-6-D24, which, it was felt, might impinge on some 
courses presently being offered in the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration. Specifically noted were Communication Studies 612, 614, 
616 and 620. The feeling was expressed that there should be some dialogue 
between the Communication Studies Department and the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration, particularly with respect to recruitment of 
professors to staff the courses in question. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


M.Sc. in Exercise Science 


Dean French advised that the proposal for a M.Sc. in Exercise Science was 
still being studied by an ad hoc Evaluation Committee. The Committee has 
now received all relevant documents, including a report from an external 
consultant. He stated that in his opinion the programme would be approved 
by the Board of Graduate Studies, but that there may be a recommendation 
that the programme not be submitted until a year from now. He advised 
that, on the other hand, Dean Cohen would like the University to mention 
this programme in the letter of intent to be forwarded on June 1, 1980, in 
order to have it registered at the Quebec level, as a programme that was en 
route. While he did not feel that a Senate motion on the matter was 
necessary, nonetheless he would like to have it recorded in the minutes, 
that, in some tactful way, Prof. Whitelaw ought to mention the potential 
coming of this programme, in the letter of intent. 


Professor Whitelaw, stated that the idea of mentioning programmes which 
might be coming forward at some time in the future, was, in a sense, a 
double edged sword. That was, there was always the danger that it might 
spur other people, in the same situation, to attempt to present a proposal 
before Concordia was ready to submit its own proposal. Consequently, if 
Senate was prepared to grant him a certain amount of flexibility in his 
handling of the matter, he would attempt to find a subtle way to achieve the 
desired result. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that, since we were not passing a motion on the matter, 
our purposes would be served by Senate understanding that in some subtle 
way, it may be given to Quebec to understand that a M.Sc. programme in 
Exercise Science was imminent, more or less. 


Ph.D. in Educational Technology 


Concerning the Ph.D. in Educational Technology, Dean French advised that 
the programme was in the stage of being studied by an ad hoc Evaluation 
Committee and he was confident that the Committee was intending to 
recommend that the proposal be approved. 


He further advised, that it has been suggested to the ad hoc Evaluation 
Committee, that for various reasons, the Committee should push on with its 
evaluation of the programme and if approved, Dean French should call a 
special meeting of the Board of Graduate Studies and if things work out, the 
programme ought to be submitted to Quebec this summer, as opposed to a 
year from now. The Committee seems to agree with this suggestion. He 
pointed out that the proposed Ph.D. in Educational Technology was 
commended by both U.C.C.C., (document US-80-6-D25) and the 
Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee, (document US-80-6-D27) 
and he expressed confidence that the Board of Graduate Studies would do 
likewise. He stated that although it was unprecedented in his recollection of 
Senate, he would like to have Senate's permission to include the proposed 
Ph.D. in Educational Technology in the June 1, 1980, letter of intent and, if 
things work out, to submit the programme before September 1, 1980. The 
motion that he was tempted to make was that Senate, in the light of the 
recommendations from the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee, 
and U.C.C.C., approve the Ph.D. programme in Educational Technology, 
subject to approval by the Board of Graduate Studies this slimmer and 
subject to it being included on the September, 1980, Senate Agenda. 


Dean Chaikelson agreed with the comments made by Dean French, but she 
wasn't sure whether the motion should be that Senate approve the Ph.D. in 
Educational Technology or whether it should be that Senate consider 
holding a special meeting if the programme was approved by B.G.S. She 
advised that another programme option was being developed by the 
Education Department, to be submitted next year and she was concerned 
about simultaneously sending two programmes from the 6ame department 
to the Comit6 des programmes, for funding. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that September 1, was a key date, because it was the 
date on which a programme actually had to be submitted to Quebec. The 
letter of intent, which was to be submitted on the first of June, was not so 
important in the sense that if we were thinking of sending something, it 
must be included in the letter of intent, but if, between June and September 
it was decided, for whatever reasons, not to procede with programme 'T’, 
there would be no real difficulty in simply informing Quebec, on the first of 
September, that that was what was decided and the matter would just be laid 
aside. 


With respect to the proposed Ph.D. in Educational Technology, Dr. O'Brien 
explained that there were two paths open to Senate. One would be to 
approve the programme, sight unseen, with the provision that it appear on 
the September Senate Agenda, so that Senate could examine it at that time. 
He stated that while Senate might change a few details at that time, if it felt 
so inclined, it would be most unfortunate if we sent the programme in on 
the first of September and in October we had to advise that Senate had 
turned the programme down. He emphasized that if Senate decided to go 
this route, it should be clearly understood that Senate was approving the 
programme, as of now, sight unseen, but on the basis of recommendations 
from U.C.C.C. and the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee that it 
be approved and on the assurance from the Dean of Graduate Studies that 


the evaluation of the programme was well advanced and there was every 
indication that it would be approved. 


The other option was to hold a special meeting of Senate at some 
appropriate point during the summer. There was a provision for a summer 
quorum and if the necessary number of Senators could be gathered together, 
there would be a legal approval of the programme during the course of the 
summer. In any case, all members of Senate would be called to that meeting 
and those who were available, and so inclined, could attend. Dr. O'Brien 
further explained that the proviso for summer quorum stipulated that the 
agenda for such meetings be limited to matters of urgency and, in that 
context, the question to be decided was whether or not, in the 
circumstances, Senate was prepared to look upon the approval of the 
programme as a matter of urgency and therefore to use the existing 
processes for calling a Senate meeting in the summer, in order to deal with 
it. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CHAIKELSON, THAT THE PH.D. INEDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY 
BE INCLUDED IN THE JUNE 1, 1980, LETTER OF INTENT. 


It was stated that one would hope that the Graduate Studies Committee 
would have done more work on the proposal, if it was going to be 
presented to some body in Quebec by June 1, 1980, than what they have 
heretofore done, so that it could have been presented to Senate in time for 
this 


meeting. It was argued-that to be asked to even mention externally, a 
programme that was in this degree of formation, a programme we did not 
have the slightest idea about, was a most regrettable practice. It was 
suggested that Senate should simply move on to the next item on the 
Agenda... 


Dean French stated that he did not entirely disagree with the above comment 
but he explained that the Faculty of Arts and Science forwarded the 
document in question, to the Board of Graduate Studies in April and 

B.G.S. has been trying to do in six weeks something that would normally 
take four months to do. In addition there was a political side to the question, 
which was how to maximize the number of programmes that Quebec would 
approve. He further stated that on reflection, what he could have done and 
perhaps should have done, was to have the two hundred page dossier that 
presently existed, reproduced and circulated to Senators in time for this 
meeting. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that another possibility would be to distribute the 
document to Senators at the beginning of next week and have the proposal 
discussed at next Friday's Senate meeting, which was alluded to earlier. 
Senate was advised that although in the past the Comité des programmes did 
not pay too much attention to the actual internal procedures for examining a 
programme proposal within a given institution, there was a growing 
tendency to insist that the actual date of approval of the programme by the 
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University Senate, be specified. Consequently, somehow there would have 
to be another meeting of Senate prior to the September 1, 1980 deadline date 
for submitting the dossier to Quebec. 


Dean Chaikelson stated that she would personally prefer to have Senate 
meet sometime during the simmer, rather than to approve the document 
sight unseen, which she felt would be a very bad precedent to set. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the motion on the floor was to approve including 
the Ph.D. programme in Educational Technology in a letter of intent, to be 
sent to Quebec on June 1, 1980. He suggested that the significance of 
voting yes to the motion, was that there would then be a commitment to 
proceed immediately to discuss the manner in which we would make it 
possible to .actually send the programme in, with the dossier appropriately 
approved by September 1, 1980. 


It was wondered whether voting yes on the motion would mean that we 
would be committing ourselves to approving the programme. 


It was explained that if we state in the June 1, 1980, letter of intent, that we 
were going to submit the dossier by September 1, 1980, and if Senate meets 
in August and does not approve the programme, then we would simply 
advise the Comit6 des programme at that time that we were not going to 
submit the programme. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that, in this context, voting yes on the motion need not 
be interpreted as approving the programme. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien explained that there have been two suggestions put forward 
concerning the manner in which Senate should deal with the question of 
submitting the dossier to Quebec. He stated that as has already been 
mentioned, it would be much preferable and indeed perhaps essential, to 
have a special meeting of Senate, if we must give a clear indication by 
September 1, 1980, that there has been a specific approval of Senate, as of 
such and such a date. 


Dean French advised that initially he did not really care which approach 
Senate might decide to take, but after listening to the discussion he now felt 
that if the Board of Graduate Studies approves the programme in the 
summer, the Board should then request Senate to hold a special summer 
meeting. 


With respect to a possible date for a special Senate meeting, it was stated 
that harsh reality would suggest that it be held in August, as opposed to late 
June or early July, since more faculty members would be around the 
University at that time because of registration. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that Senate appeared to be moving towards a motion 
that Senate approve of the principle of holding a special meeting and if 
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anyone wished to add the phrase "preferably in August", it would be 
perfectly in order to do so. 


It was pointed out that if the Senate meeting was to be held in late August, 
there would be a serious problem in making any changes to the dossier in 
time for submission to Quebec by September 1, 1980. 


It was stated that most faculty members would be away from the University 
during the month of July and the most appropriate time for a Senate meeting 
would probably be sometime during the first week of August. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that there was no motion on 
the floor at the moment and since this was a fairly important matter and a 
rather unusual situation, he would like to have a motion that there be a 
summer meeting to consider the proposed Ph.D. programme in Educational 
Technology. We could then simply be guided by this discussion and try to 
avoid the middle of July, insofar as scheduling the meeting was concerned. 
On the other hand, if Senate wished to go beyond that and propose, for 
example, that this meeting not take place during the month of July, it could 
certainly do so, in which case, if things move so rapidly that a meeting 
could be held before the end of June, we would do so. If not, we would 
have the meeting in August and try to organize around the problems of 
translation, etc. That was, if the meeting was going to be held in August, it 
would have to be held at the beginning rather than at the end of the month. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN 
PINSKY, THAT IF THE BOARD OF GRADUATE STUDIES 
APPROVES THE PH.D. INEDUCATION TECHNOLOGY, A SPECIAL 
SUMMER MEETING OF SENATE BE-HELD. 


Dr. O'Brien advised again that if anyone wished to propose an amendment 
dealing more specifically with the time of the meeting, it would be perfectly 
in order to do so. Otherwise we would simply be guided, in a general way, 
by what has been said. 


It was agreed that all relevant documents be circulated to members of Senate 
well in advance of the meeting. 


- MOTION CARRIED 


Diploma in Art Therapy 


With respect to the proposed Diploma in Art Therapy, (document 
US-80-6-D3), Dean French explained that diploma programmes did not 
have to be forwarded to Quebec and consequently, if the proposal was 
approved by Senate today, that would be the end of the matter. He advised 
that the Board of Graduate Studies has studied and approved the proposal, 
(document US-80-6-D2), as has U.C.C.C., (document US-80-6-D25), and 
the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee, (document 
US-80-6-D27). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DR. WALL, 
THAT THE DIPLOMA IN ART THERAPY, (DOCUMENT US-80-6-D3), 
BE APPROVED. 


In response to a question concerning the date of implementation, Dean 
French advised that the Faculty of Fine Arts would like to begin the 
programme this summer, as noted in his memorandum dated April 15, 
1980, (paragraph 2, document US-80-6-D2) and he assumed that the 
implementation date of 1981-82, as stipulated in the report from the 
Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee, (item B.1.5., document 
US-80-6-D27), was a typographical error. 


Professor Whitelaw advised that the possibility of early implementation of 
the programme had been mentioned in passing at the U.C.C.C. meeting but 
he could not recall that it had been discussed at the Priorities and Resource 
Allocation Committee meeting. He stated that, since he had drawn up the 
reports for both Committees, it was quite possible that he might have 
absentmindedly slipped the 1981-82 implementation date into the Priorities 
and Resource Allocation Committee report, (document US-80-6-D27). In 
any event, the matter was not discussed at any great length and he felt that it 
was up to Senate to decide whether or not it should be implemented a year 
early. 


Professor Whitelaw also reminded Senate that one of the main purposes in 
having new programmes considered at this time of year, was in order that 
various University publicity could include such programmes as they come 
forward. Publicity material was printed during the summer months and if a 
new programme proposal was not dealt with at this time, the chances were 
that it would not be listed. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that perhaps it should be said that although the reports 
from U.C.C.C. and the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee may 
indeed state 1981-82 as the implementation date, this really wasn't an issue 
in the meetings of those Committees and 1981-82 being the normal date for 
implementation for proposals coming through, it has simply been taken in 
that way. He suggested that it might be best if it were made clear that the 
motion on the floor was simply referring to implementation in the normal 
way, that was in 1981-82, and, if the motion was passed, someone might 
then wish to introduce another motion that in this case, the programme be 
implemented in September, 1980. Any technical problems arising from 
early implementation, could be discussed at that point. 


It was agreed that it be understood that the motion on the floor was referring 
to implementation of the programme in the normal way. 


Concern was voiced over Psychology 500, it being argued that the process 
that we seemed to be heading for, was approval after the fact, insofar as 
Senate and the Arts and Science Faculty Council were concerned. That was, 
if Psychology 500 was offered in the Fall, it would not have been approved 
by the Arts and Science Council, unless there is a special meeting of the 
Council during the summer. Also, if we approve this course, which does 


not presently exist, it would mean that Senate would be literally going over 
the head of the Faculty Council. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the above situation would not fall out under the 
resolution which was presently on the floor, because it has been agreed that 
the resolution would be construed to mean under the normal terms of 
implementation. However, if there is a subsequent motion that the 
programme be implemented this Fall, the above concern would have to be 
addressed. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


With respect to implementation, Dean French advised that the Faculty of 
Fine Arts would like the programme to be implemented this summer and 
although, strictly speaking, the implementation date was not the business of 
the Board of Graduate Studies, B.G.S. was nonetheless aware of the 
wishes of the Faculty, in approving the programme. Concerning 
Psychology 500, Dean French advised that part of the condition has been 
fulfilled, namely that the course has been approved by the Psychology 
Department. He also explained that he had been under the impression that 
the course would be on the agenda of the May, 1980, meeting of the Arts 
and Science Faculty Council, for approval. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF-. 
GROSS, THAT THE DIPLOMA PROGRAMME IN ART THERAPY, 
(DOCUMENT US-80-6-D2), BE IMPLEMENTED IN SEPTEMBER, 
1980. 


Dean Chaikelson explained that the reason that Psychology 500 was not 
brought forward for approval at the May, 1980, meeting of Council, was 
probably because at the time, the implementation date being considered was 
1981-82 and it was assumed that the course would come forward for 
approval at the same time as all other new courses, in the Fall, 1980. Also, 
she did not foresee any difficulty in the course being approved in the Fall 
and if it was, it could be offered in January, 1981,for students who might 
have entered the programme in September, 1980. 


Dean Cohen stated that he was opposed to the motion because it could lead 
to Senate being forced, during the course of next year, to look at all new 
programmes that departments and Faculties might generate for 
implementation in 1981. He pointed out that over the past three years, the 
procedure has been for Senate to consider new programmes in the Spring, 
for implementation a year and a half hence and he stated that, in fact, 
departmental proposals have been turned down at the Faculty level, on the 
grounds that the particular programme was not for implementation next 
year, but for a year hence. He wondered, if the motion was passed, how 
Senate would be able to say no to any new programme which might come 
forward between now and next Spring, for implementation in 1981. He 
further informed Senate that in the past month he has turned down 
proposals for programmes from two departments, for implementation in 
1981, on the grounds that the deadline date for such proposals was already 


past and he argued that that position would no longer be valid if Senate 
approves the Diploma in Art Therapy for implementation in September, 
1980. Dean Cohen also felt that Senate's practice in the past was to only 
look at new programme proposals which were to be implemented the 
following Fall, when external constraints, such as accreditation by an 
outside body, has forced us to do so, and he argued that-if we did not have 
a valid reason for looking at a specific programme as an exception, Senate 
would have no choice but to look at any and all new programmes as they 
come forward during the course of the year. 


Professor Gross expressed the feeling that procedurally there were very 
good grounds for holding the view advanced by Dean Cohen. At the same 
time, he wished to enter on the record, some of the relevant facts which led 
the Faculty of Fine Arts to propose that the Diploma programme in Art 
Therapy be implemented in 1980-81. He explained that there were a large 
number of students, approximately forty in number, who had indicated a 
very strong interest in coming into the programme. He also pointed out that 
the Faculty already has all of the necessary facilities, including faculty 
members and if the programme was implemented now, the students could 
come into it and begin the work. The problem was if the implementation 
date was not accepted, the Faculty would have to say no to the large number 
of students who want to begin the programme now. 


It was argued that the Arts and Science Faculty Council has not been 
consulted on the programme; that if the programme was implemented this 
September, the detailed information on the programme could not be 
available before July at the earliest, which would mean effectively we might 
just as well forget about any students who were not presently at the 
University, being able to enter the programme this year; and, according to 
the documents, only ten of the forty or so students who have expressed 
interest, would be allowed into the programme this year. It was suggested 
that implementation of the programme be delayed for one year. 


It was stated that the Arts and Science Faculty Council had, in fact, been 
consulted about the programme on more than one occasion. It was also 
explained that at the level of the Board of Graduate Studies, when the 
programme was being worked on, a proposed new Psychology course 
evolved and it was this one course that the Faculty Council had not seen. It 
was also pointed out that it was not unprecedented for Senate to approve a 
diploma programme, for implementation in the Simmer or Fall of that year, 
and this has happened in the past on more than one occasion. Since there 
were precedents for this, there were also precedents for handling the 
problem of publicity and if the motion was passed, an addendum to the 
Graduate Calendar would be printed and special advertisements would be 
placed in local newspapers, etc. 


It was stated that various procedures have been established for doing things, 
some of which were very unpopular. Normally such procedures were 
established for a specific purpose and one would like to think that they 
would be maintained, unless there was some very good reason for doing 
otherwise. The feeling was expressed that the Faculty of Fine Arts should 


be asked to make a very good case for the unusual circumstances that 
require the early implementation of the Diploma in Art Therapy. 


It was argued that approval of a particular course by the Faculty Council 
was an extremely important principle, even more so than the question of 
deadlines as required by existing procedures. 


With respect to implementation in September 1980.versus September 1981, 
it was stated that the main reason for rejecting early implementation was the 
question of procedure. It was stated that procedure should be considered as 
a safeguard, so that Senate would not feel under pressure to do something 
that it would not like to do and would prefer to have additional time to 
gather more information on and more time to reflect upon a particular 
proposal. At the same time, the feeling was expressed that when 
programmes were being presented, if Senate felt that an earlier 
implementation date than that dictated by procedure was feasible, then 
Senate should, in all conscience, vote on the merits of the proposal and 
allow it to proceed in advance of the normal schedule. 


It was argued that procedures were normally introduced to facilitate the . 
introduction of new courses, etc. in the academic processes of the 
University, and if procedures were used to block this, it would be most 
unfortunate. It was wondered, whether in fact, there were substantive 
reasons for not allowing the programme to be implemented in September, 
1980. 


In response to the above, Dr. O'Brien explained that if Senate decided that 
the programme should be implemented in September, 1980, the only 
problem that he could see, insofar as the debate was concerned, was the 
problem of Psychology 500. While the odds were that the course would 
eventually be passed, the answer to the question really depended upon the 
point of view that one might take towards approving a programme which 
included a course which did not presently exist and which would not exist at 
the beginning of the next term, unless the Arts and Science Faculty Council 
and Senate bestir themselves over the summer to approve the course. Some 
Senators would call this a substantive reason and others would call it a 
procedural one. 


It was argued that these inconveniences devolve upon a certain part of the 
University community and that part should be called upon to declare 
whether the inconveniences were substantive or not. The Faculty of Fine 
Arts apparently does not consider these to be a problem and it was 
wondered in this particular case, whether there were other members of 
Senate who consider this to be a question which was a problem of sufficient 
magnitude, to block the proposal. 


It was stated that the only basis for the timing of the procedure was surely 
related to getting new programmes into the University Calendar for the year 
in which they were first to be offered. That was, in order to get the Diploma 
in Art Therapy into the Calendar it should have been produced before 
December, but it wasn't. It was argued that no great violence would be done 


to University practices or principles, if on occasion a programme, for good 
and sufficient 


Calendar, but rather, appeared in an addendum. On the other hand, if all 
new programmes appeared as addenda, the whole calendar process, as a 
result, would be set back one year, as a regular thing. It was also argued 
that the notion that we would be doing violence in another sense, by not 
having the Faculty Council approve something, was a bit distorted. What 
we were talking about was a programme that has been properly approved by 
the Faculty Council responsible for mounting that programme. While the 
programme did contain one course Which has not yet been approved by 
Council, it was wondered whether that one course should cause the 
implementation of the programme to be delayed for a year. It was stated that 
if id did, then so be it, otherwise Senate should approve the implementation 
of the programme for September, 1980. 


It was wondered whether the Arts and Science Faculty Council might bestir 
itself, if it had quorum rules, and pass the course, and in which case there 
would be no problem. 


Dean Chaikelson advised that Council did in fact have quorum rules and it 
could approve the course in the summer. She also explained that the 
consultation which took place was with the part-time instructor in the 
course, who agreed to change the course content. There was no consultation 
between the Psychology Department and the Faculty of Fine Arts until the 
programme reached B.G.S., that was, after it had been approved by the 
Fine Arts Faculty council. The approval was to change the content of the 
course, where the description would no longer be appropriate for the 
course, and it was-for that reason that the Psychology Department designed 
a course that was appropriate. 


It was stated that, if the problem was only with Psychology 500, one could 
be inclined to vote in favor of implementing the programme this year. 
However, it was argued that there was another question involved; which 
had to do with a point that had been raised relating to allowing a few 
exceptions to the procedures, but for adequate reason. It was stated that 
one-has not yet heard of an adequate reason for allowing the programme to 
be implemented this September and also, from what has been said, there 
were probably at least a dozen programmes that could have come forward 
from the Faculty of Arts and Science, for which the same arguments that 
have been put forward as adequate reason, could have been used. Those 
programmes have been held back because of the procedures, which exist to 
ensure that the University could proceed in an orderly manner with respect 
to curriculum development. It was argued that the fact that one Faculty was 
now asking that an exception be made to the procedures, left Arts and 
Science Senators in a position of grave embarrassment in dealing with 
members from their own Faculty. 


It was explained that procedures were broken at the level of the Board of 
Graduate Studies, with respect to the M.A. in Media Studies; that Senate 
agreed to a request today that the M.Sc. in Exercise Science be somehow 
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subtlety mentioned in the June 1, 1980, letter of intent, thereby breaking 
procedure; and that a number of standard procedures were broken with 
respect to the Ph.D. in Educational Technology, by agreeing that 
unprecedented special meeting of the ad hoc Evaluation Committee, the 
Board of Graduate Studies and Senate be held during the simmer. It was 
pointed out that all of these programmes were from the Faculty of Arts and 
Science and it was argued that in the sense of simple justice, having already 
done it three times for the Faculty of Arts and Science, Senate might do it 
once for the Faculty of Fine Arts. 


It was argued that the decisions on all of the examples cited above were 
based on pressing needs and reasons which were presented to justify 
making an exception in each particular case, but one still has not heard any 
pressing reasons to justify early implementations of the proposed 
programme. 


It was stated that there was some urgency in getting the programme started, 
on the grounds that it was the kind of programme that would equip people 
who were presently working in institutions which need the kinds of 
expertise which it will provide, in order to make the lives of the people who 
were involved, better. This was an area that society has not really paid 
adequate attention to and the resources which were at the disposal of people 
in the situations that we were concerned about, could certainly be 
augmented. It was argued that the proposed programme was one of the 
many means of improving their lives and if there was urgency in beginning 
the programme, it was because of that. That was, the urgency was not for 
internal reasons. 


It was suggested that the motion be amended to include a statement to the 
effect that "given the pressing social need for graduates in this area". etc. It 
was explained that the suggestion was being made in order to establish a 
good reason to justify early implementation. That was, it should be made 
clear that there were regulations and procedures which were normally 
observed, unless there was a good reason for not doing so, and in this 
particular case the reason for not observing the procedure was because there 
was a real need for this kind of a programme, not just for academic 
purposes, but for purposes which go beyond the strict confines of the 
University. 


The mover and seconder agreed that the motion be prefaced with the phrase 
"THAT GIVEN THE PRESSING SOCIAL NEED FOR GRADUATES IN 
THIS AREA", etc. 


- THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


With respect to curriculum change procedures in general, Dr. O'Brien . 
advised that, while he could not speak to the question of problems or loads 
at the level of Faculties or B.G.S., it was clear to him that at the level of 
Senate and more particularly at the level of the Committees of Senate, the 
capacity for being able to deal with the curriculum change load at U.C.C.C. 


80-6-16 


and at the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee, was essentially at a 
limit.. If there was a reason for these procedures and for the stretching out 
of the process, it was in order to make it possible to be able to cope with the 
kind of coordination that was necessary. 


New Undergraduate Programme Proposals 


Commerce and Administration 


Prof. R. 0. Wills, Associate Dean, Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, presented and explained that proposals for the Minor and 
Certificate in Operations Research, (documents US-80-6-D4 and 
US-80-6-D5), and the Minor and Certificate in Business Studies, 
(documents US-80-6-D6 and US-80-6-D7). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROFESSOR CURNEW, SECONDED BY 
PROFESSOR KIRPALANI, THAT THE MINOR AND CERTIFICATE 
IN OPERATIONS RESEARCH AND THE MINOR AND CERTIFICATE 
IN BUSINESS STUDIES, (DOCUMENTS US-80-6-D4, US-80-6-D5, 
US-80-6-D6 AND US-80-6-D7), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE 
RECOMMENDATION OF U.C.C.C., (DOCUMENT US-80-6-D8). 


Professor Whitelaw pointed out that the note at the top of the two Certificate 
proposals, (documents US-80-6-D5 and US-80-6-D7), which states that 
"this programme is not open to students enrolled in the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration", was in error and was intended to apply 
only to the 1 nor programmes. 


It was agreed that the note be deleted from the two Certificate documents, 
on the understanding that it was being deleted on the basis of another 
document to be considered later on in the meeting, whereby Commerce 
students, in obtaining a Bachelor's degree,. would not be entitled to request 
a Certificate as well. That was, the Faculty did not want Commerce students 
getting a Bachelor of Commerce degree and then coming back and asking 
for a Certificate. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that Senate would take note of this understanding, and if, 
perchance, it did not turn out that way, the certificate programme could be 
amended at a later time. 


It was stated that the Minor in Operations Research contained Q.M. courses 
which corresponded to similar, although not identical, courses that already 
existed within Arts and Science, particularly statistics and mathematical 
operations research courses. Since the programme was aimed primarily at 
students in Arts and Science, it was wondered why the students should not 
be able to take those courses rather than the courses listed in the programme 
It was also pointed out that, according to the Equivalents Index in the 
Calendar, a mathematics student who might be interested in the minor in 
Operations Research and who might have already taken statistics courses, 
would find himself in the position of not being able to take the Q.M. 
courses listed in the programme, nor would he be able to claim exemptions 


for those courses because the programme, a~ least as it was laid out in the 
document, did not provide for that. It was further stated that the same 
situation applied to the Minor in Business Studies, with respect to 
Management courses which were behavior courses, which Sociology and 
Psychology students in Arts and Science might have already taken. Again, it 
was suggested that students in the Minor should be allowed to take those 
Sociology and Psychology behavior courses, in place of the Management 
behavior courses. 


It was explained that the Faculty of Commerce was simply attempting to 
legitimize a situation which presently existed in the Faculty, in that there 
already was a significant number of Arts and Science students taking the 
Commerce courses noted in the programmes. Also, while there were certain 
courses which were equivalent to some of the Q.M. courses, the orientation 
was completely different. That was, the Operations Research courses were 
not oriented towards techniques but rather towards the application to 
business related problems. 


It was stated that six or seven years ago the Computer Science Department 
established a Business Option, following close cooperation with the Faculty 
of Commerce and Administration. It had been hoped at that time that the 
Computer Science students would have been able to claim a Minor in 
Business Studies, but such was not the case. Given the fact that the Faculty 
of Commerce and Administration was now establishing a Minor in Business 
Studies for students in Arts and Science, it was wondered whether the 
Faculty would extend the same generosity to students in the Computer 
Science Business Option, so that they also might receive a Minor from the 
Faculty of Commerce. 


Senate was advised that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration was 
prepared to take the above request under advisement. 


It was wondered whether a student in one Faculty would automatically be 
able to take another programme offered in another Faculty, without the 
programme having first been approved by the Faculty in which the student 
was registered. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that the various responses indicated that the above 
question was one that obviously needed to be clarified. However, in the 
present context, if the regulations say that students could take any minor that 
they were able to fit into their programme, unless it was expressly 
forbidden, then if the Minor programmes which were being proposed by the 
Faculty of Commerce were passed, they would be available to students in 
the Faculty of Arts and Science. On the other hand, if checking the 
regulations establishes that the case was just the opposite, then the ball 
would be in the hands of the Faculty of Arts and Science to decide whether 
to list these programmes as being available to Arts and Science students. 


Concern was voiced over Management 213, which, it was stated, was a 
three credit course offered on both campuses, with extremely large numbers 
of students in each class. It was also pointed out that the note in the calendar 


description states that "students will be exempted from the course if they 
meet either of the following requirements: (a) Two semesters of 
psychology, one of which must be social psychology, or, (b) Two 
semesters of psychology and one semester of sociology with a 75% grade 
in each". It was argued that students in the Faculty of Arts and Science who 
might have taken a lot of psychology or sociology courses but who did not 
quite make the required 75% grade, would be faced with having to repeat a 
course which they have already taken. These students might even be 
Psychology or Sociology Majors. 


Again, concern was expressed over the question of equivalent courses, it 
being argued that there would be many students in Arts and Science, who, 
if they wanted to take these programmes, would have to repeat courses that 
they have already completed, on the grounds that the course objectives were 
different. It was stated that this would be especially true for students who 
have already taken statistics courses and it was wondered whether such 
students would be forced to retake the statistics courses listed in the 
programmes. 


In response to the above, it was explained that insofar as Commerce 
programmes were concerned the procedure was for students who have 
taken equivalent courses to apply for exemptions through the Student 
Request Committee and the same procedure would apply also to the 
programmes now being considered by Senate. 


With respect to the note attached to the calendar description of Management 
213, it was explained that this was intended to apply only to CEGEP 
prerequisite courses and not to University courses. It was stated that the 
note would be changed in order to make this clear. 


It was explained that the intention of the Minor programmes was to give 
students in other Faculties an opportunity to include in their own Bachelor 
programmes, courses that specifically have a business orientation and which 
the students may make use of for job opportunities, etc. It was argued that 
to replace certain courses for the programmes with other courses which 
were similar, on the grounds of equivalency, would largely defeat what the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration was attempting to do. That was, 
the Faculty was attempting to give the students a specific set of courses that 
were oriented towards business in an unabashed way. It was also stated that 
statistics for science or for psychology were quite different from statistics 
for business, and insofar as Management 213 was concerned, while it did 
contain aspects of psychology and sociology, the intent of the course was 
not to compete with the Sociology or Psychology Department, but rather to 
concentrate on those elements that have an application to business. 


It was stated that it was very laudable that the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration has taken pains to come up with programmes which would 
be useful to students in the Faculty of Arts and Science. However, the 
feeling was expressed that if we want to ensure that people know that these 
programmes were available to students outside the Commerce Faculty, they 
should be listed somewhere else in the calendar other than in the Commerce 


section. This means that the programmes would either have to be approved 
by some other Faculty, presumably Arts and Science, or it would have to be 
made known to the Arts and Science students that they could choose their 
electives in such a way as to make it possible for them to take the Minor. It 
was also stated that there were certain problems such as the question of 
Operations Research courses offered by the Mathematics Department, which 
should be looked at carefully by the Faculty of Arts and Science and there 
should be consultations with the Faculty of Commerce and Administration 
to ensure that these programmes become really useful to the students in Arts 
and Science. 


It was explained that the thrust of earlier interventions concerning equivalent 
courses was really intended to flag the fact that a lot of the students who 
were interested in these programmes were students who have already taken 
similar courses, so that the programmes intended for them were not 
appropriate as presently laid out. It was wondered what would be 
substituted for courses where exemptions were granted and it was felt that 
perhaps more thought should go into the programmes in order to make them 
more marketable to Arts and Science students. 


Prof. Whitelaw stated that the discussion seemed to suggest that there were 
a number of things that should be looked into, which were not raised when 
the proposals were being examined by U.C.C.C. He did not see any 
difficulty with Senate approving the programmes today, as laid out in the 
documents, with perhaps a request to U.C.C.C. to re-examine these 
elements of the programmes, so that by the time of the Senate curriculum 
meeting in October 1980, we would have recommendations from U.C.C.C. 
on the issues that have been raised. He expressed the feeling that, apart 
from exceptional situations, such as the Minor in Journalism a minor was 
really a way in which to shape electives. That was, other things being equal, 
presumably the students could take the courses listed in the two Minor 
programmes which were being discussed and he did not think that the 
regulations in the Faculty of Arts and Science would present any problems 
insofar as students being able to take the particular sequences of courses that 
compose the Minor programme. At the same time, he stated that perhaps we 
might be laying too much stress on the notion of the minor as a programme, 
rather than simply being a logical and more effective way of grouping 
electives, which may be mentioned on the students' records, but which did 
not necessarily imply that students had any real expertise in that area. 


It was stated that at this meeting we had made exceptions to rules of long 
standing, such as deciding to write subtle letters to the Government and it 
was argued that we were being asked to do something that was even more 
subtle. That was, we were being asked to approve programmes presented 
by the Faculty of Commerce and Administration for students in Arts and 
Science, without any consultation having taken place with the Arts and 
Science Faculty on the nature of those programmes. 


It was suggested that since no one seemed to be objecting to the proposed 
Certificate programmes, and particularly since they had gone through all the 
proper channels, the motion should be split and the Certificate programmes 


voted on and approved. It was also suggested that the Minor programmes 
be re-evaluated, particularly with respect to equivalent courses being offered 
by other departments. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that he did not know to what extent the question of the 
Minor programmes might have been discussed by the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council. However, he advised that for several years, 
representations had been made to the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration that there should be programmes of some kind in Commerce 
available to Arts and Science students. This had met a good deal of 
resistance in Commerce from different individuals for different reasons, but 
after four or five years of pressure on the Faculty of Commerce to produce 
something that might be available to students in the Arts and Science 
Faculty, that Faculty had finally produced something. While these 
programmes might not be complete and might be susceptible to 
improvement and undoubtedly would be discussed in many places for many 
years to come, with respect to some of the points that had been made, he 
cautioned that we could very easily move into a situation which would 
create another five-year period in which there would be no such 
programmes available for Arts and Science students. The choice before 
Senate today was either to approve these programmes as a particular change 
and as a wedge in the door, which could then be negotiated for a 
considerable length of time and changed, added to, improved, etc., or to 
table the programmes and establish committees to negotiate the matters 
which had been raised between the Faculty of Arts and Science and the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration. If Senate opted for the second 
choice, the chances were that it would be two to three years before these 
programmes, or any variation thereon, appeared again before Senate. 


The feeling was expressed that Senate ought to proceed to vote on the 
motion as it was. That was, we should adopt both the Minors and the 
Certificates. Also, since it had been indicated that the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council would be holding a special summer meeting, the proposed 
Minor programmes could be considered by Council at that time and 
solutions to the problems which had been raised, worked out in time to be 
presented in the Fall when Senate would be considering detailed curriculum 
changes. 


It was again pointed out that Arts and Science students who might have 
already taken psychology or sociology as part of their Major programmes 
would certainly have the avenue open to them of applying to the Student 
Request Committee, and the feeling was expressed that the Faculty of 
Commerce, in the early years of the Minor programmes, would be very 
favorably disposed to looking at the question of equivalences where such 
students were concerned. At the same time it was hoped that where new 
incoming students were concerned, the Faculty of Arts and Science would 
encourage them to take the courses noted in the Minor programmes, in lieu 
of those courses offered in their own disciplines. 


Concern was voiced over the above comment, it being argued that one did 
not agree with the idea that those students who were in fact Arts and Science 
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students, should, for example, take the Q.M. courses instead of the 
Mathematics courses. On the other hand, one did agree that Commerce 
students who wished to take the Minor in Mathematics should be allowed to 
take the Q.M. courses instead of the Mathematics courses. The real concern 
was for the whole range of problems that one would be faced with when an 
Arts and Science student took the Q.M. courses, because he or she wanted 
the Minor, and then requested that those courses be counted towards the 
Major in Mathematics. Not only would the Mathematics Department say no, 
but it would also have to deny the student the right to take the Major, 
because, even if the student were to take the Mathematics courses, the 
Department could not grant credit for those courses towards the Major 
because this was prevented by what was now stated in the Calendar. That 
was, there would be problems for some Arts and Science students unless 
the motion could be amended to allow a protocol to be devised, whereby 
those students could be granted exemptions from some of the courses in 
Commerce and it could then be decided which. other Commerce courses 
could replace those courses where exemptions have been granted, to 
provide an appropriate Minor for those students. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that the above comments be taken in the context of 
an earlier intervention by Prof. Whitelaw. That was, clearly these things 
could not be resolved by amendments on the floor of Senate, but would 
require discussion and investigation and it would be understood that 
U.C.C.C. would look into those matters. While we might indeed have a 
further report from U.C.C.C. by October 1980, Dr. O'Brien expressed the 
feeling that the investigation might well open up many things which would 
have to be looked into a year from now. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


It was requested that Senate receive a report from the appropriate body in 
the University, on the current interpretation of the regulations concerning 
cross-degree recordings on the transcripts with respect to completion of 
Minors, Certificates, etc. 


It was suggested that the report should also look at the possibilities or 
restrictions with respect to a student taking a Double Minor across Faculties, 
in those Faculties which do not prohibit Double Minors, as being an 
adequate concentration for a degree. The report should also clarify the 
approval mechanism for granting the degree to such a student. 


Engineering and Computer Science 


Bachelor of Engineering in Building Engineering 


Prof. Giguere presented and explained the proposal for the establishment of 
a Bachelor of Engineering Programme in Building Engineering (document 
US-80-6-D9). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE BACHELOR OF ENGINEERING PROGRAMME 
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IN BUILDING ENGINEERING, (DOCUMENT US-80-6-D9), BE 
APPROVED FOR IMPLENENTATION IN THE FALL 1980, SUBJECT 
TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF U.C.C.C. (DOCUMENT 
US-80-6-D8). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Bachelor of Engineering (Computer Engineering) 


Prof. Giguere presented and explained the proposal for a Bachelor of 
Engineering programme in Computer Engineering (document US-80-6-Dl]). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE BACHELOR OF ENGINEERING PROGRAMME 
IN COMPUTER ENGINEERING ( DOCUMENT US-80-6-Dll), BE 
APPROVED FOR IMPLEMENTATION IN THE FALL 1981, SUBJECT 
TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF U.C.C.C., (DOCUMENT 
US-80-6-D8). 


Dean Swamy explained that one of the primary reasons for the 
implementation date of 1981/82, rather than 1980/81, was because the 
problems that existed for the Building Engineering people did not exist in 
Computer Engineering. He pointed out however, that there had been a 
rather lengthy discussion on the question of early implementation for the 
Diploma in Fine Arts, the reasons given being that there were no additional 
resources involved and the students were already there. With respect to the 
proposed Bachelor of Engineering in Computer Engineering, he advised 
that not only were the students there but the programme had existed for the 
past five years as an Option in the Electrical Engineering programme, the 
core of which, with the exception of one or two courses, was exactly the 
same as what was being proposed for the Computer Engineering 
programme. He stated that, if the Senate had no objection, he would not 
mind an amendment being made to the effect that the programme be 
implemented in 1980/81. At the same time, he would not be disappointed if 
such an amendment was turned down and the programme could only get 
started in 1981. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that, as in the previous case, such a matter might 
best be dealt with, not by way of amendment, but rather that the programme 
be approved, and if anyone then wished to move another motion concerning 
the date of implementation, it would be in order to do so. 


THE MOVER AND SECONDER AGREED THAT THE PHRASE "FOR 
IMPLEMENTATION IN THE FALL 1981", BE DELETED FROM THE 
MOTION. 


In response to a question concerning the statement in the Report from the 
Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee (item B.3, page 2, document 
US-80-6-D27), that there were no resource implications for the Bachelor of 
Engineering in .Computer Engineering, Dean Swamy explained that when 
the proposal was presented by the Electrical Engineering Department, a 
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course by course study was undertaken to determine why additional 
resources were being asked for, particularly since it was presumed that all 
of the courses were exactly the same as those which had been offered for 
the past five years in the Option. It was discovered that the Department was 
proposing two new courses which, following discussions with the 
Computer Science Department, were found to be very similar to courses 
which that Department was in fact, already offering. It was decided that the 
two courses which were proposed by the Electrical Engineering 
Department, would be dropped and the Computer Engineering students 
would instead take the two courses which were being offered by the 
Computer Science Department. In addition, what was being proposed was 
that the student intake into the programme be restricted to no more than 
twenty-five students, as opposed to the thirty to thirty-five students 
presently in Electrical Engineering, who could not be denied the right to take 
the courses listed in the existing Option. He also advised that if the 
proposed programme was adopted, the existing Option would be dropped. 


- THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
RUSSELL, THAT THE BACHELOR OF ENGINEERING 
PROGRAMME IN COMPUTER ENGINEERING, BE IMPLEMENTED 
FOR 1980/81. 


It was pointed out that the Engineering Faculty Council had approved the 
programme for implementation in 1981/82 and it was argued that 
procedurally it would not be proper for Senate to force the Faculty to 
implement the programme a year earlier than what Council had already 
decided. 


Dean Swamy pointed out that Senate had already approved a programme for 
implementation in 1980/81, which contained a course which would have to 
be approved by another Faculty through a special summer meeting. He had 
little doubt that the Engineering Faculty Council could likewise hold a 
special simmer meeting and that the Council would approve implementing 
the programme for 1980/81. Also, considering the proposal from the point 
of view of pedagogical reasons, academic reasons, and what was Beneficial 
to the students, etc., he found it difficult to understand how Senate still had 
some lingering doubts as to why it should be implemented in 1980. 
Nonetheless, if the Faculty Council decided that the programme could not 
be implemented for 1980/81, which he doubted, he would present it again 
in September for implementation in 1981. 


The feeling was expressed that implementing the programme in 1980 might 
cause problems in the Registrar's Office with those students who had 
already pre-registered in the courses in the programme, under a different 
designation. 


It was explained that the intent of the motion was that early implementation 
would apply only to those students who would be entering the first year of 
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the Electrical Engineering programme. Those students would be advised 
that the Computer Engineering programme existed and those who wished to 
switch from the Electrical Engineering programme could do so. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED - (WITH 
5 RECORDED ABSTENTIONS) 


The meeting recessed at 12:45 p.m. for lunch and resumed at 1:35 p.m. 


Undergraduate Programme Proposals (Cont'd) 


Engineering and Computer Science 


It was pointed out that the date of implementation for the Bachelor of 
Engineering programme in Computer Engineering (document US-80-6-DI), 
had not been established. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GIGUERE, THAT THE BACHELOR OF ENGINEERING 
PROGRAMME IN COMPUTER ENGINEERING (DOCUMENT 
US-80-6-DIll), BE H4PLEMENTED FOR 1981/82. 


MOTION CARRIED - 


Engineering Programme leading to the Combined Degrees of Bachelor of 
Engineering (Building) and Master of Engineering (Building) 


Prof. Giguere presented and explained the proposal for revision of the 
programme in Building Engineering leading to the combined degrees of 
Bachelor of Engineering (Civil) and Master of Engineering (Building),to a 
programme in Building Engineering leading to the combined degrees of 
Bachelor of Engineering (Building) and Master of Engineering (Building), 
document US-80-6-D10. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
RUSSEL, THAT THE PROPOSED PROGRAMME IN BUILDING 
ENGINEERING LEADING TO THE COMBINED DEGREES OF 
BACHELOR OF ENGINEERING (BUILDING) AND MASTER OF 
ENGINEERING (BUILDING), INCLUDING THE ADMISSION 
POLICIES (DOCUMENT US-80-6-DI1O), BE APPROVED. 


With respect to the Report from U.C.C.C. (document US-80-6-D8), Prof. 
Whitelaw explained that the matter of similar programmes existing 
elsewhere was mentioned at U.C.C.C., although the Committee did not see 
any indication as to what actually happened, or where it happened, or in 
what kinds of programmes it happened, and it was for that reason that the 
Committee felt that the implications of such a proposal, particularly for other 
Faculties, should be carefully considered before being adopted. He noted 
that the Committee would be prepared, if so instructed by Senate, to 
consider the matter on a University-wide basis. 


It was stated that the idea of looking into the possibility of extending or not 
extending into other disciplines was a sound one, but it was argued that it 
would be better to do that in the context of having one such programme 
already in operation. 


It was explained that the proposal was discussed at great length at the 
Engineering Faculty Council, and some of the fears which U.C.C.C. had, 
particularly with respect to other departments coming up with similar 
proposals, the Council itself had. The idea was not to have combined 
programmes all over the place, even within the Faculty of Engineering, but 
rather, it was made very clear that this was an experimental programme 
which had already been started and we should learn by this experience. 
Also, if U.C.C.C. was going to be assessing such programmes, it should 
do so on the basis of the experience that would be gained in carrying out 
this programme. 


It was stated that the proposal was very interesting and one was certainly 
prepared to give serious consideration to supporting it. At the same time, 
one would like to see a clause concerning an evaluation in two or three years 
and also a provision that no other new programmes of this sort get 
established until such time as the evaluation has taken place on the proposal 
now before Senate. 


Senate was advised that the Faculty of Engineering would have no objection 
to either of the above suggestions. 


It was stated that the proposal was an excellent one and that one agreed that 
the idea of a review and evaluation of the programme was wise. However, 
it was hoped that insofar as the evaluation was concerned, we do not 
establish a time period within which other Faculties would be prevented 
from imitating what was considered. to be a very fine idea. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED 
BY DEAN SWAMY, THAT THE PROGRAMME BE RE-EVALUATED 
DURING THE 1982/83 ACADEMIC YEAR AND THAT A REPORT 
FROM THE ENGINEERING FACULTY COUNCIL BE TABLED AT 
SENATE IN THE SPRING, 1983. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that the amendment as 
worded, would not prevent other Faculties coming forward with their own 
combined programmes during this period. 


Dr. O'Brien also pointed out that there was an indication in the U.C.C.C. 
Report (document US-80-6-D8), that that body intended to study matters 
raised by the proposal, which, he felt, was a question which was quite 
independent of an evaluation, in due course by the Faculty of Engineering. 
He wondered whether Senate could assume that U.C.C.C. would proceed 
with that investigation and present a report on the matter as soon as the 
Committee found it possible to do so. 


Prof. Whitelaw confirmed that the above assumption was correct. That was, 
at some point during the coming year, a report would be presented by 
U.C.C.C. relating to problems of a general nature, if any, that the proposed 
approach might present. At that time, Senate might form some impression 
as to whether or not, in general, the time was right to move ahead rapidly in 
this area. 


Dr. O'Brien further stated that in looking at the situation from the point of 
view of the-Faculties, if the Faculty of Commerce and Administration 
wished to proceed to produce a recommendation similar to what was now 
before Senate, between now and the next round of curriculum changes in 
the Spring, 1981, it would be quite free to do so. It would simply be up to 
the Faculty to decide whether it wished to wait and see what the U.C.C.C. 
Report might indicate and if the Faculty decided to proceed anyway, it 
would do so in the full knowledge that in the interim U.C.C.C. might make 
a recommendation that such programmes should not take place. 


In response to a question as to whether the programmes should be reviewed 
by the Faculty of Engineering or by the Board of Graduate Studies, Dean 
French expressed the feeling that the review by the Faculty of Engineering 
should be tabled both at B.G.S. and Senate. 


It was explained that the intention was that something would be prepared by 
the Faculty of Engineering and the report, including the opinion of the 
Faculty itself, would go to B.G.S. and U.C.C.C., before being presented 
to Senate. 


It was pointed out that in the context of the implementation date stipulated in 
the proposal, the amendment as presently worded would mean that the 
evaluation of the programme would involve only those students who would 
be in the first year of the graduating class, which it was felt, would Involve 
a rather small number of students. It was suggested that it would be more 
useful to conduct such an evaluation further back, rather than after the first 
year of graduation. 


It was stated that one was quite happy to live with the 1983 evaluation date 
and if at that point, the Faculty of Engineering felt that that date was 
inappropriate, the Faculty might well request Senate for permission to delay 
the report for one year. 


It was also stated that the review of the programme would not just be based 
on the graduating class, but rather it would be a review of what took place 
over the whole cycle. 


Concern was voiced over the suggestion that following the vote on the 
amendment and motion presently on the floor, a further motion be made that 
a moratorium be placed on the development of similar combined 
programmes until the evaluation report from Engineering has been received. 


80-6-24 


It was explained that the proposed moratorium would affect only combined 
degree programmes in the same field, such as the one now before Senate, 
and not combined degree programmes involving different disciplines. 


Again the feeling was expressed that in order to make a proper assessment 
of the programme, including an assessment of the kinds of jobs the 
graduates end up in, it should be carried out after four years, rather than 
after three years, as stated in the amendment. That was, the evaluation 
should be carried out in 1984 rather than in 1983. 


The mover and seconder of the amendment agreed that the date for 
submission of the assessment be changed from the Spring of 1983 to the 
Spring of 1984. 


- THE AMENDMENT, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


- THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. KORNBLATT, SECONDED BY DEAN 
PINSKY, THAT NO NEW COMBINED BACHELORS AND MASTERS 
PROGRAMMES, IN THE SAME FIELD, BE STARTED UNTIL SUCH 
TIME AS THE EVALUATION OF THE COMBINED PROGRAMME IN 
ENGINEERING, HAD BEEN CARRIED OUT. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien explained that even if Senate were to 
receive and adopt a report from U.C.C.C. in 1981, in support of combined 
degree programmes in the same discipline, the effect of the motion would be 
that no new combined degree programmes in the same discipline could be 
implemented before the Fall, 1985, unless indeed, in light of the U.C.C.C. 
Report, the motion was rescinded in 1981. 


Concern was voiced over the phrase "in the same field", it being pointed out 
that there were numerous fields within the Faculty of Commerce, such as 
Finance, Accountancy, Marketing, etc., and it was stated that one would be 
less apprehensive about the motion if it was understood that the phrase 
would not be strictly interpreted in a way that would preclude the possibility 
of developing combined degree programmes within that Faculty. 


It was further stated that one was bothered by the notion of a moratorium 
which would preclude the possibility of any other programmes of this 
nature being developed for at least another four years. The feeling was 
expressed that the moratorium, in fact, should be in effect only until such 
time as the report from U.C.C.C., on combined degree programmes, has 
been received and it was suggested that the motion be changed accordingly. 
It was also hoped that the intention of the motion was not to preclude the 
possibility of a programme combining a Bachelor of Commerce, Major or 
Honours in Finance, with a Masters in Commerce in something else. 


80-6-25 


It was explained that the intent of the motion was not to preclude the 
possibility of developing a programme combining a Bachelor of Commerce, 
Major in Finance, with a Masters in Commerce in something else. It was 
also stated that one was in favor of the idea that different departments and 
Faculties should begin to work on developing programmes of this nature 
immediately, but at the same time, such proposals should not appear before 
Senate, or in fact be finalized, until such time as an evaluation report on the 
Engineering programme has been received. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the motion on the floor, in effect, establishes a 
moratorium on such programmes until 1984, but if anyone wished to 
propose an amendment to change 1984 to the Spring of 1981, following 
study by Senate of a report from U.C.C.C., it would be perfectly in order 
to do so. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED 
BY PROF. GROSS, THAT THE MORATORIUM ON COMBINED 
DEGREE PROGRAMMES BE IN EFFECT UNTIL THE SPRING OF 
1981, FOLLOWING STUDY OF A REPORT FROM U.C.C.C. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that if the amendment was adopted, there would be 
nothing to prevent Senate in the Spring of 1981, from decreeing a new 
moratorium until 1984, in order to benefit from the studies to be undertaken 
by the Faculty of Engineering. 


It was suggested that the U.C.C.C. mandate be broadened to include study 
not only of combined degree programmes in the same discipline, but also 
programmes involving different disciplines. 


It was agreed that it be understood that U.C.C.C. would study the general 
question of combined Bachelors and Masters degrees. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien explained that the U.C.C.C. report 
would cover all kinds of combined degree programmes (Bachelors and 
Masters), but the moratorium itself would cover only combined degree 
programmes in the same field. 

- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED. - 


- THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


Industrial Engineering Option 


Prof. Giguere presented and explained the proposal for the establishment of 
an Industrial Engineering Option within the B.Eng. (Mechanical) 
programme (document US-80-6-D12). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY DR. WALL, 
THAT THEPROPOSAL FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF AN 
INDUSTRIAL ENGINEERING OPTION WITHIN THE-B.ENG. 


80-6-26 


80-4-27 


80-6-28 


(MECHANICAL) PROGRAMME, (DOCUMENT US-80-6-D12), BE 
APPROVED, SUBJECT TO APPROVAL BY THE MINISTRY OF 
EDUCATION AND TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF U.C.C.C. 
(DOCUMENT US-80-6-D8). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Thermo-fluid and Propulsion Engineering Option 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY DR. SINGER, 
THAT THE PROPOSED REVISION OF THE THERMAL FLUID 
POWER OPTION OF THE B.ENG. (MECHANICAL) PROGRAMME, 
(DOCUMENT US-80-6-D13), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE 
U.C.C C. RECOMMENDATIONS, (DOCUMENT US-80-6-D8). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Geotechnical Engineering Option (B.Eng. Civil) 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY DR. SINGER, 
THAT THE PROPOSAL THAT THE TITLE OF THE FOUNDATIONS 
OPTION OF THE CIVIL ENGINEERING PROGRAMME BE 
CHANGED TO THE GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING OPTION, 
(DOCUMENT US-80-6-D14), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF U.C.C.C., (DOCUMENT US-80-6-D8). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Fine Arts B.F.A. Specialization in Photography 


Prof. Gross presented and explained the proposal for a B.F.A., 
Specialization in Photography (document US-80-6-D15). 


FROM THE SENATE MINUTES OF MAY 23, 1980 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GROSS, SECONDED BY DEAN PINSKY, 
THAT THE PROPOSED B.F.A. SPECIALIZATION IN 
PHOTOGRAPHY, (DOCUMENT US-80-6-D15), BE APPROVED IN 
PRINCIPLE, SUBJECT TO THE U.C.C.C. RECOMMENDATIONS, 
(DOCUMENT US-80-6-D8). 


Dr. O'Brien explained that this programme was in the same category as the 
M.A. in Media Studies which was discussed by Senate at the beginning of 
this meeting, in that it was a programme to be signified in the June 1980 
letter of intent and the actual dossier would be forwarded to Quebec in 
September, for approval. The actual implementation of the programme 
would depend on the approval, and more significantly, on the money 
emerging from Quebec in due course. 


80-6-29 
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80-6-31 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED 


Arts and Science 


Communication Studies/Journalism 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY DR. 
SINGER, THAT THE B.A. SPECIALIZATION IN COMMUNICATION 
AND JOURNALISM AND THE B.A. SPECIALIZATION IN 
BROADCAST JOURNALISM, (DOCUMENT US-80-6-D16)~, BE 
APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS FROM 
U.C.C.C., (DOCUMENT US-80-b-D8). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
Liberal Arts College 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY DR. 
SINGER, THAT THE PROPOSED B.A. MAJOR IN WESTERN 
SOCIETY AND CULTURE, (DOCUMENT US-80-6-D16), BE 
APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE U.C.C.C. RECOMMENDATIONS, 
(DOCUMENT US-80-6-D8). 


In response to a question concerning the last sentence in the second * 
paragraph, page 5, document US-80-6-1116, Dr. Wall explained that the 42 
credits in the core curriculum of the Liberal Arts College, was in effect, a 
"Major" in and by itself. That was, the proper designation of that 1 lcore 
curriculum," which was a phrase created by the College and was really an 
artificial creation, was in fact a "Major". In addition to this the College 
wished to emphasize the importance of doing a concentrated amount of 
work in a discipline, even for those students who were doing a major within 
the College, in an interdisciplinary or multidisciplinary programme. Thus 
the insistance, in addition to the core curriculum, an 24 more credits in one 
specific discipline in the Faculty of Arts and Science. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Health Education 


In presenting the proposal for a Bachelor of Science in Nursing - B.Sc.N., 
(document US-80-6-D16), Dean Chaikelson advised that this was a new 
programme for Concordia University and the Faculty wished to send it on 
to Quebec for approval. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY DEAN 
COHEN, THAT THE PROPOSED BACHELOR OF SCIENCE IN 
NURSING - B.Sc.N., (DOCUMENT US80-6-D16), BE APPROVED IN 
PRINCIPLE FOR SUBMISSION TO THE COUNCIL OF 
UNIVERSITIES, SUBJECT TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF 
U.C.C.C., (DOCUMENT US-80-6-D8). 


80-6-32 


80-6-33 


80-6-34 


80-6-35 


- MOTION CARRIED - 

Prof. Whitelaw drew Senate's attention to the problem of classroom space, 
which was generated by new programme proposals, as noted in the 
preamble of the U.C.C.C. report, (document US-80-6-D8). 


Special Courses for Summer Session - 1980 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. LAJOIE, SECONDED BY MR. KAN, THAT 
THE SPECIAL SUMMER COURSES FOR FINE ARTS, (DOCUMENT 
US-80-6-D17) AND FOR ARTS AND SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT 

US-80-6-D18), BE APPROVED FOR THE SUMMER SESSION, 1980. 


It was explained that, as was noted in the U.C.C.C. report, (document 
US-80-6-D26), such courses were presented to Senate in the past for 
information only, but it appeared now to be more important to have formal 
Senate approval for these "one-shot" summer courses. 

- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


Graduate Awards 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DR. WALL, 
THAT THE EDWARD EASTMAN MCCULLOUGH M.A. HISTORY 
AWARD AND THE JACQUES LENOIR PRIZE IN CHEMISTRY, 
(DOCUMENT US-80-6-D19), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Residence Requirements 


Professor Whitelaw explained that the report from U.C.C.C., (document 
US-80-6-D20), consisted of two parts; the first constituting 
recommendations concerning modifications to statements in the 
undergraduate Calendar; and the other part was a set of "Guidelines" which 
were intended to ensure some kind of consistancy in the interpretation of the 
existing regulations. The "Guidelines" were being tabled at Senate for 
information and the recommendations,(page 2, document US-80-6-D20), 
were being presented to Senate for approval. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
XISTRIS, THAT RECOMMENDATION B.1., OF THE U.C.C.C. 
REPORT, (PAGE 2, DOCUMENT US-80-6-D20), BE APPROVED. 


In response to a question, Prof. Whitelaw explained that credits covered by 
the Quebec Inter-University Agreement were considered as part of residence 
requirement and consequently, a student who had completed 15 - credits 
under the Inter-University Agreement, would be eligible for a degree upon 
completion of a minimum of 30 credits within Concordia University, 
excepting, of course, the Bachelor of Engineering degree. 


80-6-36 


80-6-37 


80-6-38 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Professor Whitelaw, in presenting and explaining Recommendation B.2., 
(page 2, document US-80-6-D20 ' ), noted that "paragraph 16.1.6.", 
should be corrected to read "paragraph 16.1.5" 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GIGUERE, THAT RECOMMENDATION B.2., OF THE U.C.C.C. 
REPORT (PAGE 2, DOCUMENT US-80-6-D20), BE APPROVED, FOR 
IMPLEMENTATION IN 1981-82. 


The feeling was expressed that the last line of Recommendation B.2., (page 
2, document US-80-6 -D20) should be changed in order to reflect the 
content of Guideline 2., page 3, document US-80-6-D20. It was suggested 
that the last line be changed to read "....... will be determined by individual 
Faculties, the proportion should in no case be less than 50%. It was 
explained that the suggested wording was to prevent students from being 
misled into believing that it was sufficient to complete 50% of the degree 
credits at Concordia University, it being pointed out that this would not be 
the case in all Faculties. The mover and seconder of the motion agreed that 
the last line of Recommendation B.2., page 2, document US-80-6-D20, be 
changed to read will be determined by individual Faculties, the proportion 
should in no case be less than 50%. 


THE MOTION, AS CORRECTED AND CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON 
AND WAS CARRIED. 


In response to a question concerning item 3., of the Guidelines, (page 3, 
document US-80-6-D20), particularly with reference to two degrees of the 
same kind, Prof. Whitelaw explained that in the minds of the members of 
U.C.C.C. in drawing up the document, decisions on questions of 
interpretation which might arise from the Guidelines, would be taken by a 
particular Faculty, on recommendation from its Student Request Committee. 


It was also explained that insofar as the Faculty of Arts and Science was 
concerned, the present practice was that the Admissions Office would 
consult with the Assistant Dean, Student Affairs, on requests concerning 
second degrees, who in turn in general would consult with the Dean of the 
Division within which the second degree would fall, for recommendation on 
whether the degree requirements were sufficient. 


With respect to item 8.5., of the Guidelines, (page 5, document 
US-80-6-D20), it was agreed that the statement be modified along the same 
lines as the change which was previously made to the wording of 
Recommendation B.2, page 2, document US-80-6-D20. 


Mature Entry 


Professor Whitelaw presented the Report from U.C.C.C. on Mature Entry, 
(document US-80-6-D21) and provided an explanation for the 
recommendations contained therein. With respect to Recommendation B.4., 


he reiterated what had been said at the last Senate meeting concerning the 
relationship between Certificate and Degree programmes, that was, that it 
was important that the Certificate be recognized as being a programme with 
its own raison d’étre and not simply an artificial collection of courses. He 
advised that the phrase not shed any doubt on the university-calibre in 
Recommendation B.4-2., had a negative connotation and might perhaps be 
changed to not derogate from the university calibre...". 


It was suggested that Senate consider Recommendations B.1. through B.8., 
item by item, and that Recommendations B.9. be handled separately. 


Concern was expressed over the additional 18 credits which were required 
of all mature entrants to certificate programmes, (Recommendation B.4.1.), 
it being argued that this would prevent the University from establishing 
specialized certificate programmes, with non-transferable credits, which 
might be designed for a specific profession, for example Insurance 
Companies, admission to which would be based solely on age and 
experience. 


It was pointed out that the academic requirements for admission to two 
Certificate programmes which Senate approved earlier today, were, in fact, 
less than 18 credits and even in those cases, the specific requirements were 
those things without which a student could not function in the programme, 
for example, the basic mathematics preparation. It was further explained that 
U.C.C.C.'s intention, with respect to Certificates, was that when such 
programmes were presented to Senate, if they require less than 18 credits of 
preparation, this should be noted and approved by Senate.. 


Again, it was argued that Recommendation B.4.1., would preclude the 
possibility of developing a specific Certificate programme with 
non-transferable credits, built to measure for a specific clientele, and for 
which programmes the additional 12 or 18 credits might be waived. It was 
also stated that while one agreed with the idea that Senate would have to 
approve any waiving of additional credits, it was argued that, nonetheless, 
the wording of Recommendation B.4.1. would preclude the establishment 
of a Certificate programme which did not have any additional credits 
required. 


It was suggested that perhaps there should be provision for the creation of 
the kind of Certificate programme that was being talked about, with a rider 
attached that the credits would be "non-transferable". 


It was pointed out that there were many students who, start off in a 
Certificate programme on the assumption that at a later stage they would 
transfer to a degree programme and it was argued that the "non-transferable" 
rider might very easily cause us to lose that particular market. 


It was argued that the kinds of Certificates that were envisioned, were not 
intended for students who would be likely to transfer, at a later stage, into a 
degree programme. Rather, what was being talked about was the possibility 
of waiving the additional credits for specific Certificate programmes 


designed for particular industries, where, in that sense, the students would 
be pre-chosen. That was, such a programme was not meant for those 
students who would be likely to transfer into a degree programme. 


It was suggested that perhaps the problem might be solved by adding a 
Recommendation B.4-4., which would state that "notwithstanding the 
provisions of 4.1., Senate may approve certificates with less than 18 credits 
in specific instances", along with a phrase such as "in the case of certificates 
in which the credits are not transferable as pro-tanto credits towards an 
undergraduate degree programme". 


Dr. O'Brien advised that, before considering the above suggestion, it would 
be appropriate at this time to have a general motion to approve the 
Recommendations from U.C.C.C. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GIGUERE, THAT THE U.C.C.C. RECOMMENDATIONS ON 
MATURE ENTRY, (ITEMS B.1. TO B.9., INCLUSIVE, DOCUMENT 
US-80-6-D21), BE APPROVED. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SIMON,.SECONDED BY 
MR. LAJOIE, THAT RECOMMENDATION B.4.4. BE ADDED, TO THE 
EFFECT THAT "NOTWITHSTANDING THE PROVISIONS OF 4.1 
ABOVE, IN SPECIFIC INSTANCES SENATE MAY APPROVE 
CERTIFICATE PROGRAMMES FOR WHICH THE MINIMUM 18 
CREDIT REQUIREMENT DOES NOT APPLY." 


It was wondered whether or not the statement should also include the 
constraint that this would only apply in the case of certificate programmes 
where credits were not transferable to undergraduate degree programmes. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that rather than changing the amendment at this 
point, it might be best to note the concern expressed above and that it be 
taken into consideration, when and if, a specific programme proposal comes 
forward. That was, it should be specifically noted and remembered that 
Senate may very well wish to raise the question of transferability of credits, 
if it did not happen to be included in a particular programme proposal which 
might come forward. 


With respect to the amendment, it was argued that flexibility has to be a 
relative thing and when it becomes licence, it leads-to many people spending 
a lot of time trying to unscramble the messes of idealists or enthusiasts. 
Also one has to consider the implication of having too generous an entry 
policy, whereby we end up with a lot of people who have done the same 
thing, where some receive recognition and others do not. 


It was suggested that there might be a general rule to the effect that any 
students in certificate programmes, who wish to transfer into a general 
undergraduate degree programme, would be obliged to satisfy all the 
requirements for that programme, including the admission requirements. 


It was suggested that rather than having a separate item in the regulations, 
the concern towards which the amendment was directed could Just as easily 
be taken care of by having a notation in the minutes, it being argued that all 
the amendment stated, in effect, was that in this particular case, Senate has 
the right to revise the regulations, but in fact, Senate has the right to revise 
its regulations in all cases. 


It was argued that there was a possibility for flexibility in the regulations, 
which would not endanger the credibility of University programmes, 
providing that the entrance mechanism was very carefully designed. It was 
pointed out that advanced standing was awarded at many Universities and 
operational means existed for determining what kinds of backgrounds 
students have and what the students were prepared to do. It was noted that 
the U.C.C.C. Recommendations did provide for such mechanisms and the 
Report states, in effect, that while it was not recommended that waivers be 
authorized without a study of the criteria and that certain kinds of 
responsibility would have to be defined, nonetheless, the Committee looked 
forward to the possibility that some programmes would make some 
suggestions as to how such a waiver might be arranged. Again, it was 
argued that it should be possible to find a meeting ground which would 
allow for mature students, coming in with a specific desire, to follow a 
certain number of courses in the area of Commerce, provided that there was 
a clear and-explicit mechanism for evaluating the background of those 
students and also provided that there was a limit to the transfer of credits to 
regular undergraduate programmes with any differences having to be made 
up at that time. 


In response to a question, Dean Simon advised that td his knowledge, all 
other business schools in Quebec, with the exception of Concordia, have 
designed specific certificate programmes which were geared to specific 
occupations, such as insurance, real estate, banking, etc., and it was his 
belief that if Recommendation B.4.2., remained as stated in document 
US-80-6-D21, the various associations and the specific outside 
occupations, would not come to this University but would go to the other 
Quebec Universities, where such programmes existed. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that in his opinion, in many ways this was one of the 
most important items to come before Senate in the course of the day and at 
this particular stage of the meeting, he was not too sure whether it could be 
very satisfactorily resolved or if indeed, another half hour debate would be 
the way . to do that. He presumed that the matter had been considered at 
length by U.C.C.C. and that that Committee had rejected the approach that 
was now being proposed. The Faculty of Commerce was saying that 
despite that, it was reasonably important to them that this particular door be 
open. However, we did not really have before Senate, a well formulated, 
potential B.4.4. regulation, which could be debated and evaluated and Dr. 
O'Brien suspected that this was an issue that, no matter which way. It was 
decided, would leave some people thinking it was the wrong decision. He 
felt that if a decision of this kind was being made, perhaps it should be 
made at a subsequent meeting, on the basis of a well formulated proposal 
from the Faculty of Commerce, but which perhaps might also be looked at, 


from the technical point of view of drafting, by Prof. Whitelaw. He 
wondered whether it would be satisfactory to table this particular issue at 
this time, but to keep the issue open and attempt to deal with it at the 
September, 1980, meeting of Senate, in the manner in which he has 
proposed. Senate could then continue to deal with the rest of the 
Recommendations contained in document US-80-6-D21, at this time. 


It was suggested that rather than having a specific proposal on a 
Recommendation B.4.4., we should wait until a specific certificate 
proposal, to which the Recommendation would apply,-was presented to 
Senate. It was also pointed out that Senate had approved two Certificate 
programmes earlier in the meeting, one of which had an entrance 
requirement of only 12 credits, and the other had only a 9 credit 
requirement. It was argued that this meant that Senate had already approved 
an-Automatic waiver of 6 credits, in the first case, and an automatic waiver 
off 9 credits in the second case. It was wondered what effect the approval of 
Recommendation B.4. would have, with respect to those cases. 


In response to the above, it was presumed that if Senate adopts a general 
rule at this time, governing admission to certificate programmes after having 
approved the two programmes referred to and many others, all previously 
passed certificates would henceforth be expected to have a minimum 
requirement of 18 credits. 


Professor Whitelaw explained that with respect to the Certificate in Business 
Studies, for example, the admission requirement for mature students was 
the three mathematics courses plus two years experience and it was his 
understanding of Recommendation B.4.2., that Senate was being asked to 
accept such programmes, with that kind of preparation. That was, the two 
Certificate programmes from the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, 
were covered under Recommendation B.4.2. He further explained the 
Recommendation B.4.3., made it clear that if a mature student, who has 
been admitted into the Certificate programme in Business Studies, wished to 
transfer at some point into the B. Comm., or B. Admin., programme, he or 
she would have to submit a new application and would be required to make 
up any deficiencies for the degree programme. 


It was agreed that the statement - "and a minimum of two years business 
experience in a supervisory capacity.", in the admissions requirements for 
both the Certificate in Business Studies and the Certificate in Operations 
Research, would be understood as being what was meant in 
Recommendation B.4.2., by the sentence - "for this purpose Faculties will 
submit to Senate, for use by the Admissions Offices, etc. etc.". It was also 
agreed in this context, that in addition to the mathematics credits, the above 
statement would be considered as being the actual submission from the 
Commerce Faculty Council to Senate, as required by Recommendation 
B.4.2., and used as the basis for waiving the remainder of the 18 credit 
requirement, for students who indeed have the two years business 
experience. 


It was also stated that any student applying for admission to either of the 
Commerce Certificate programmes, who did not have the minimum two 
years business experience, would be required to complete the 18 credit 
block of courses, referred to in Recommendation B.4.1. In that sense, the 
statement - "and a minimum of two years business experience in a 
supervisory capacity", would then become a waiver for the whole 
programme, rather than for specific students. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that this was clearly an issue that deserved attention and 
he suggested that if the mover and seconder agreed to withdraw the 
amendment, it would be understood that it would be open and indeed 
expected, that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, would propose 
a certificate programme of the kind that has been spoken about but which 
did not exist up to this point, along with an amendment to the Regulations 
now before Senate, (Recommendation B.4., document 80-6-D21), that 
would enable that kind of certificate programme to be established. That was, 
at some future time, Senate would be considering. both an amendment to 
these Regulations and an example of the kind of certificate programmes that 
the Faculty of Commerce was contemplating. 


ON THE BASIS OF THE ABOVE UNDERSTANDING, THE MOVER 
AND SECONDER AGREED TO WITHDRAW THE AMENDMENT. 


It was suggested that any proposal presented by the Faculty of Commerce 
should include a rationale as to why the kind of certificate programme which 
would be proposed, should be offered within the Faculty itself, as opposed 
to Continuing Education or "Education Permanente". 


It was stated that there still appeared to be some confusion as to what effect 
the adoption of Recommendation B.4. would have on the two Certificate 
programmes which Senate has already approved. 


It was suggested that a possible solution to the problem would be to adopt 
Recommendation B.4., (document US-80-6-D21) and then adopt another 
motion to the effect that the "two year's business experience in a 
supervisory capacity", was equivalent to 9 credits in the one case and 6 
credits in the other. 


It was agreed that the above suggestion was one way to resolve the 
problem. 


Senate agreed to proceed to discuss the remaining Recommendations in 
document US-80-6-D21. 


With respect to Recommendation 5, (document US-80-6-D21), it was stated 
that one understood why the same age requirement as that required for 
students enrolled in degree programmes, should also apply to 
"Independent" students, but it was suggested that a provision should be 
included, whereby students under the age of 21, could register for courses, 
on the understanding that courses taken prior to the 21st birthday, would 
not be credited towards a degree at Concordia. 
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With respect to the above suggestion, it was wondered, by what logic, a 
person who had registered in course "A", "B", or "C", as an independent 
student, could be denied credit for those courses towards a certificate or 
degree programme. 


It was explained that the 21 years of age requirement for mature students 
went back to the time when both parts of the University reformulated their 
requirements for entry into the evening divisions, as they existed at that 
time. The policy was based on the idea that something had to be required of 
those students who had not gone through C.E.G.E.P., otherwise it would 
be tantamount to saying that C.E.G.E.P. was worth nothing and students 
should be allowed to enter university directly from Grade XI. 


While it was agreed that the 21 years of age requirement, might be 
considered to be somewhat of an arbitrary division, nonetheless, it was 
based roughly on the age at which students would normally be leaving 
C.E.G.E.P. The Curriculum Coordinating Committee saw no reason to 
modify the existing 21 years of age requirement for mature students. It was 
also pointed out that even now, the C.E.G.E.P.'s were not too happy with 
the policy, because in some cases it was considered as sort of a back-door 
entry into university, particularly in the case of students who might have 
completed one year at C.E.G.E.P., remain out of school until the age of 21, 
and were then eligible for admission to university as mature students. 


Concerning Recommendation B.9., Prof. Whitelaw explained that this was 
tied into Recommendation B.4. and whatever decision was taken On the 
latter Recommendation, would have an effect on this one. He pointed out 
also that no formal policy currently existed in this area and it would be 
desirable to implement Recommendation B.4., this year. 


Senate was advised that all applications to certificate programmes, which 
fall under the "mature" category, were being held up by the Admissions 
Office, pending the decision on Recommendation B.4. Also, it was 
understood that the phrase - "be implemented immediately", 
(Recommendation B.9., document US-80-6-D21), meant implementation in 
the Fall, 1980. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Concerning the two Commerce Certificate programmes which had been 
approved earlier by Senate, discussion continued on the question of waiving 
part of the 18 additional credits required for mature entry, (Recommendation 
B.4., document US-80-6-D21), in view of the admission requirement of a 
minimum of two years business experience in a supervisory capacity. It was 
pointed out that there was a piece of unfinished business of a similar nature, 
concerning a Certificate programme in Marketing Research, which Senate 
had approved on May 25, 1979 and which programme was to be 
implemented for September 1980. It was suggested that the certificate in 
Marketing Research also be included in a motion to waive part of the 18 
additional credits required for mature entry. In effect, the waiver would 
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cover the balance of credits, between the prerequisite mathematics credits 
and the 18 additional credits required under Recommendation B.4., 
(document US-80-6-D21). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWANY, SECONDED BY DEAN SIMON, 
THAT FROM 6 TO 9 CREDITS, OF THE ADDITIONAL 18 CREDITS 
REQUIRED FOR MATURE ENTRY, (RECOMMENDATION B.4., 
DOCUMENT US-80-6-D21), BE WAIVED IN LIEU OF THE 
ADMISSION REQUIREMENT OF A MINIMUM TWO YEARS 
BUSINESS EXPERIENCE IN A SUPERVISORY CAPACITY, IN THE 
CERTIFICATE PROGRAMMES IN OPERATIONS RESEARCH, 
BUSINESS STUDIES, AND MARKETING RESEARCH. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Annual Report from the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee 


Dr. O'Brien presented the Annual Report for 1979-80, from the Priorities 
and Resource Allocation Committee, (document US-80-6-D22). He 
explained that the Report was being tabled at Senate for information. 


Student Appeals Committees 


Dr. O'Brien presented and explained the Resolution from the Steering 
Committee concerning Student Appeals Committees of Senate, (document 
US-80-6-D23). 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. LAJOIE, SECONDED BY DR. DESPLAND, 
THAT THE STEERING COMMITTEE OF SENATE BE AUTHORIZED 
TO ESTABLISH STUDENT APPEALS COMMITTEES AS MAY 
BECOME NECESSARY DURING THE SUMMER MONTHS, 
(DOCUMENT US-80-6-D23). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Report Concerning Cumulative Percentage Average Proposal 


Dr. O'Brien explained that a proposal from the Faculty of Commerce for a 
cumulative percentage average. was presented to Senate a few months ago. 
Document US-80-6-D28 was the Report from the Task Force which he had 
indicated would be appointed, following the earlier debate at Senate. In 
effect, it was a proposal to adopt a format which would accomplish the 
purpose of the proposal from the Faculty of Commerce and Administration. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report concerning the 
Cumulative Percentage Average Proposal for Commerce and 
Administration, (document US-80-6-D28). 


It was wondered what the intention was with respect to "Incomplete" 
grades. That was, would an incomplete grade of 50% be taken into 
consideration in determining the average for a given academic year and the 


new increased grade (after May 31) taken into consideration for the next 
academic year? It was explained that the above problem was not considered 
by the Task-Force and it was stated that it was something that, somehow or 
other, would have to be worked into the system. 


In response to a question concerning supplemental examinations, it was 
explained that the intent was that the grade received for a supplemental 
examination would be taken into consideration for averaging in the next 
academic year, that was, in the academic year in which it was reported. It 
was suggested that one solution to the problem would be to simply have the 
computer re-average the year for which the supplemental was applicable, 
after the supplemental grade was submitted. Concerning the above 
suggestion, Senate was advised that that, in fact, was 


what the computer would do. That was, if there was a grade of 
"F-incomplete” and, for compassionate reasons it was decided that that 
grade should be replaced by a regular grade, the next time the record was 
calculated, the "F-incomplete" grade would not appear and only the regular 
grade would be taken into consideration in re-averaging. 


It was stated that the title of the Report and the reason for looking at the 
problem, was the need for a cumulative assessment, but what was being 
proposed was an annual assessment.. It was suggested that the system 
should really produce both an annual average and a cumulative average. If 
both averages were produced, the problem of what year a changed grade 
should be averaged into, would be automatically resolved when the 
cumulative average was calculated. 


It was explained that the cumulative average was deliberately left out of the 
proposal because, the two Faculties who were most interested in the system 
felt that if the averaging was done an a Cumulative basis, students would 
not make an effort to upgrade their average after the second year. 


The feeling was expressed that since the information would already be in the 
computer, we might just as well have both a yearly average and a 
cumulative average presented. Faculties could then use the information for 
whatever purposes they wished. Concern was also expressed over the 
grading system, it being stated that in the Faculty of Engineering, for 
example, where the letter grade system was used, a grade of "0" was 
automatically designated as "F", which had a numerical value of 40%. It 
was argued that if the 40% was used in calculating the average, the average 
would have no meaning whatsoever. It was further argued that since all 
Faculties were now using letter grades, for averaging purposes it would be 
far better to assign numerical values to the letter grades, ranging from "10" 
to "0". It was suggested also that the proposed system should be discussed 
in all Faculty Councils before being approved by Senate. 


Dr. O'Brien expressed the feeling that while it was worthwhile to briefly 
review the reason for the Report, there was no way in which the proposal 
was going to be approved at today's meeting. He explained that the original 
proposal led to a concern that if it was decided to go in this direction, we 


should do so in terms of a system that would be reasonably easy and as 
inexpensive as possible to implement. There was also a concern that we not 
add one more convolution to our already convoluted system. The proposal 
was worked out with an eye to that and, insofar as the technicalities of the 
system were concerned, it could be implemented. Whether it would 
accomplish what either Commerce, Engineering, or anyone else, wanted to 
accomplish, was another question. He felt that it would be in order to refer 
the Report (document US-80-6-D28), to the Deans and if they wished to 
take it to their Faculty Councils, it would be up to them to do so. 
Presumably, if we have a reasoned reaction, either from the Deans or 
Faculty Councils, as to whether proceeding along the lines which were 
proposed, would accomplish anything which they find worth 
accomplishing, Senate could then take stock and see if we were any further 
ahead. 


Dr. O'Brien further advised that a question has appeared, which was 
recognized in previous discussions, which was that we had a complicated 
grading system, with letters and numbers and conversions, and it might 
well be that before implementing a system like the one that was being 
proposed, we should question whether we should attempt to simplify that 
grading system. If, in fact, everyone was using the latter grade system and 
we were constructing an averaging system based on percentages, we might 
well have a rather artificial conversion being used in that system. Indeed, 
something more like a grade point average might turn out to be what we 
actually want. 


Again he stated that it would be premature to adopt the proposed system at 
today's meeting, but he felt that it would be useful and would move the 
effort forward, if the Report was sent to the Deans and if the Deans would 
see that a reaction was made to it and sent to Professor Whitelaw. 


It was agreed that when the Report was sent to the Deans, the 
documentation and background material from the group which prepared the 
Report, including the modeling that was done, should also be included. 


Concern was expressed over the fact that in the existing grading system, no 
weightage was attached to the credits, it being argued that it was unfair not 
to take weightage into consideration, because the degree was based, not on 
courses, but rather on credits. It was also pointed out that laboratory work 
was a very important component of a course, particularly for engineering 
students, but it was not given any weight whatsoever. It was felt that 
perhaps what we really needed, was a weighted system. 


In response to a question as to when the responses from the Deans or 
Faculty Councils might be expected, Dr. O'Brien suggested that, given the 
fact that a thoroughly thought out reaction might take until December, 
interim reports, on the basic thrust of the system, should be submitted by 
September. 


Concerning the present grading system, Senate was advised that in drawing 
up the Report, it was assumed that the grading system would remain as it 
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was. However, the feeling was expressed that the system that was being 
proposed, was flexible enough that, if Senate decided to change the grading 
system but at the same time maintain some uniformity, it would only take a 
few days to change the proposed system accordingly. 


It was suggested that, for purposes of coordinating the responses from the 
various Faculties, they should be looked at by U.C.C.C. before they were 
presented to Senate. 


Next Meeting 


Dr. O'Brien advised that since Senate was able to complete the agenda at 
today's meeting, a further meeting initially planned for next week, was not 
necessary. 


He advised that the next meeting of Senate would be the special meeting in 
either June Or August, to consider the proposed Ph.D. programme in 
Educational Technology. 


A unanimous vote of thanks was extended to the various Deans the* 
Provost, and the Vice-Rectors, who had just completed their terms on 
Senate. 


Announcement 


A round of applause greeted an announcement by Mr. Winston Kan that his 
family would be establishing an award in the amount of $100.00, to the 
winner of the Frosst Medal in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, 
subject to approval of the Faculty Council, the Fellowships, Scholarships 
and Awards Committee, and Senate. The award would be made, if 
possible, starting in 1981 and the name of the award would be determined 
in August, when his parents were expected to be in Montreal. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:50 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


